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Methods of communication on the college campus are

receiving more attention only to the extent that the college
-anxieties and problems are attributed to the lack of praper
comnunication. Because colleges are expected to promote the free
interchange of ideas, opinions, and information, more effective
communication on the campuses can be expected. In 1971-72 a series of
interviews was conducted to obtain opinions about the effectiveness
of campus communication and methods of improving it. The attitudes
which emerged were: first, improvement in communications was found to
be the most significant need on campuses; second, although many
suggestions for improvement were offered, the general conclusion was.
that there are no clear or easy solutions finally, concern was
expressed about the lack of sensitivity and attention to
communication problems observed amonqg those with the knowledge and
position to make improvements. (The author lists thirteen conclusions
from an opinion survey relating to attitudes about campus

communication.)
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IMPROVING INTERNAL COMMUNICATION: A CAMPUS QUANDARY
Jerry M. Anderson

Communicatior. is the lifelinerof a social systém or oryani-
zation. The success of organizations to accomplish fgnctions%and
achieve goals is directly related to the effectivenesé’of their
cénmunication systems. Ineffective communication costs business,
industry, government, and post secondary education billions of
dollars each year and immeasurable morale problers.

Organizational theorists posit that the variety and amount
of communication, and the degree of difficulty in evaluating a

cormunication system, correlate closely with an organization's

ccmplexity of functions and often its size, and the rapidity and

nature of change in both functions and size. Even in reiatively

stable periods the study of campus communication is difficult.
For the smallest of colleges as well as megaversities are plural-
istic social crganizations with multiple functions, experiencing
constant change, uaique in role and mission, and misunderstoodyby
many on the campus a: well as the public. Each, however. is held
together by and dependent upon human communication to function.
The biological metaphor of UCLA Chancellor, Franklin Murphy, in

commenting on the complexity and growth of the modern university,

quoted in . A. Harris' popular book, I'm OK--You're OK, seems
perceptive.
The preoccupation has been with the anatomy

of the beast rather than its physiology. If
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the animal gets incoordinate-~-the animal stag-
gers sometimes. With the university we now
have to create a nervous system to match the
animal. It takes a sophisticated nervous
system to deal with complexity, to carry nes-
sages between the differentiated organs.1

Harris, commenting on Murphy's metaphor states;'"The function
of the 'nervous system' of a university is the same as that in

the human body——communication."2

In the past decade campus communication has been subjected
to the severest of tests in attempting to respond to unprece-
dented public expectations of higher education, unparalleled
growth and support accompanied by stress, and now a decline in
growth with relative austerity and accountability.

During this deéade there have been signs of an increasing
awareness of the importance of communication to the campus. One
sign has heen the signal response tendency to attribute one or
mere communication deficiencies as the cause of nearlv every cam-
pus anxiety. And, even in the absence of any causal -r.alysis,
this seems justifiable in many instances. At the same time, con-
certed efforts to evaluate and improve campus éomﬁunication have
been disappointing.

This discussion and report of research emphasizes internal
campns communication. But; the dynamic, interactive process of
columunication in any organization is not limited by geographical
bouncaries or outer limits of organizational charts. “he campus
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is not 1solated. There is a continuing and reciprocal relation-
ship between on and off-campus events communicated via various
sources ancd channels modifying attitudes and behavior both within
and outside the "walls of academe" with direct inpact on institu-
ticnal cthos, and operation.

Tine Spent Communicating

The "average" American spends 70 to 75 percent of waking
hours in verbal communication behavior, listening, speaking,
reading and writing, in that order.3_ The percentage is higher

L3

on campus since human interaction and communication transactions
are vital to learning and other activities. Recent models of
participatory governance and shared decision making add to com-
munication activity. If nonverbal communication, "body language,"
is added, time spent in communicating is substantially increased.
The amount of time consumed by those in higher education
administration has not been researched, but it is probably at
least equal to that of business management personnel who are
estimated to engage in communication 90 percent of their work

aay, three-cuarters of it in oral face-to-face communication., 4

The Nature of Campus Communication

Communication on campus, as in society, occurs in various
ways and may be characterized by various terms. Communication
may be intentional, unintentional, formal, informal, official,
unofficial, horizontal, vertical, verbal, nonverbal, written,
oral, and unresponsive as well as responsive.

Illustrative of written communication on the campus are
various authorized and unauthorized publications, plus memos,
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letters, and newsletters, Qriginating from and directed to groups}
sub-¢groups and individuals of the campus community, including
faculty, staff, and students, transmitted by personal, mass, and

a variety of other dissemination and transmission methods and
channels. Other forms of written»communication include meeting
minutes and reports from governance groups, committees, divisions,
departments, centers and otBer units, plus forms, surveys, various
reports, bulletin boards and infcormation centers.

Oral communication on campus occurs in dyadic, small group,
and publiq meetings. The telephone, intercom systems, oral-
visual media in the form of closed circuit television, campus
radio'stations, and carrousel recordings extend this partial list.
In addit;on, the oral communications of the corridor, water foun-
tain, lounge, and coffee klatch are important channels and also
generate vasc amounts of grist for the runor mill.

People also communicate through various social events,
retreats, sit-ins, demonstraticns, marches, and strikes.
Teaching-learning by traditional and non~traditional methods and
models and learning resource centers are vital components in the
campus communication netwock.

The reasons humans communicate are infinite. They do so for
social, psychological, personal, and professional reasons, to
seek clarity, convey ideas, stir and release emotions, modify be-~
havior, direct action, legitimize actions, resolve confliéts,
rmake judgments and decisions, solve problems, establish rapport
and cmpathy, and entertain. Peopie also communicate to express

hostility or assure others of no hostile intent.
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As an environment which sceks to foster free, open, and
resnonsible expression of ideas ond information, the expecta--
tion for effective communication is probably higher on the campus
than in almost any other social institution, Tﬁis exbectation
challenges all menbers of the community who ccllectively share
responsibility for the quality of communication, but especially
those in administration. The corntemporary administrator must
possess insight into the communication process and demonstrate
assential skills, both as a source and receiver.

Lffective Communication

Effective communication stimulates interaction and results
in transactions of feelings, values, meanings, and messages be-
tween sources and receivers. Human communication involves who
transmits what in what channel to whom with what effect.

Communication is a prccess which includes a source or sender,
rneaning or message, channel for transmission, and receiver who
decodes the meaning. In intentional communication, the source
encodes by analyzing the intended receiver and circumstances in-
volved to decide what is to be sent and how. Feedback is a factor
to be considered in all co.munication, and in intentional commu-
nication its existence or lack of it provides some audit for the
source to interpret the extent to which the intended meaning was
attended to by the receiver and the transaction completed.

An effective campus communication system must be understond,
credible, and utilized. 1Its functional efficiency may be measured
by the extent to which it facilitates interaction, and beyond
that, results in accurate communication transaction.
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Attitudes About Campus Cormunication

This sumnmary of attitudes about campus communication is the
result ot opinion research. During the 1971-72 academic year,
formal interviews set- by prior appointments and with the topic of
the interview, "your views about campus communication," announced
in advance were conducted with over 9@ people, ranging in length
from 15 to 90 minutes. The resecarch population consisted of a
randomly selected semi-stratified sampling of persons directly
affiliated or closely identified with the campus. Interviewees
included administrators, faculty, students, staff, alumni, and
trustees, representing over 30 post-secondary institutions of
various size and mission, public and private, two and four-year,
graduate and undergraduate, and from several states. The largest
subset of the interview population represented four-year univer-
sities and colleges.

Beyond tlte 1971-72 research, the cumulative input of two
decades of observation and experience in higher education as an’
underxgraduate and graduate student and assistant, faculty member
with responsibilities including travel to campuses across the
nation, department chairman, academic administrator in central
administration, communication consultant and participant in numer-
ous communication and education conferences add to this analysis.
Discussions during this time with communication scholars and
rerbers of related disciplines from at least 500 insﬁitutions
abcut interpersonal and organizational campus communication and
ctudy of related literature and research add insight and also
intensiiy concern about the campus communication quandary.
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The 1971-72 opinion research followed an interview format
deéigned to be open-ended to encourﬁge respondents to call upon
personal experience and ventilate feelings. The experience from
these interviews suggests an effective way to uncover concerns
of a campus population is to probe into communication attitudes,
for the personal experiences volunteered provided useful insight
into issues and anxieties. |

Two questions»formcd the basis for interviews, except in a
few instances where a moré structured questioning approach was
necessitated to elicit more extended responses. Those two ques-
tions: From your perspective and experiences, how effective is
conmunication on this campus? What, if anything, would you do-
to improve it?

Three general attitudes clearly emerged. (1) The need for
improved caiwpus communication is among the most significant and
pressing problems. When asked why, most answered that the func-
tional operation of the campus was dependent upon communication
effectiveness and it could be much improved, and internal effec-
tiveness as perceived by those outside the campus would determine
the level of future support. (2) Recommendations for improve-
ment were multiple, usuelly incomplete in development, and con-
cluded with the statement that no clear solutions existed.

(3) Concern was expressed about the lack of sensitivity and
attention to cbmmunication problems by those with the expertise
to improve the situation and by others in positions to effect
change. Several respondents viewed those in a position to effect
change, in most cases meaning the administration, as remiss by
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not cncouraging these with expertise to make a commmunication
evaluation. Those with the expertise were criticized for lacking
incentive in applying it to the campus to improve communication,
While not surprising, these attitudes were revealing.

Other conclusions about campus communication from the opin-
ions expressed and experiences volunteered include these. (1) The
intensity of desire to improve communication corresponded with
the amount of concern for what was usually expressed as "the
erosion of a sense of campus community.") (2) The intensity of
concern for increased communication did not vary substantially
with size or complexity of campus mission; however, faculty of
longest tenure in institutions experiencing most rapid growth and
change reminisced more about the “good old dais'whéﬁ'péople
across the campus knew each other" and also felt they were aware
of the most important information and actions on a daily basis.,
(3) The greater the perceived stress from an issue or issues,
the more intensive was the call for improved communication as a
preveﬁtative or curative remedy. (4) The ultimate responsibility
for campus communication rests with the administration. (5) The
morekauthoratarian an administrator or administration in behavior
the greater the need for shared information, especially éxpréssed

by faculty. (6) The population who are or 1dent1fy themselves 1n,1

V,aomlnlstratlve roles share the frustratlon of other members of

¥the canpus on how to 1mprove total communlcablon- the qroup exﬁgyﬂ
 ¢fPress1ng greatest sen31t1VLty and frustratlon to communlcation

4deflqi¢nc1es 1ncluded major academin~officers and deans“i

'”roblem offcommuhlcation'overloaa and insen31t1V1ty to tlmlng




and duration variables was express d by some faculty and especial-
ly department chairmen, who noted dissemination of information

oS
came in clusters. "Unreasonable" deadlines for return of materi-
als needing preparation, and for reactions to proposed policies,
were counter to informed responses. Advance notice for effective

implementation of policies was not sufficient. (8) The feeling

of "alienation by communication denial'--communication underload--

was oxpressed by most interviewees, aspecially middle level
administrative support staff in service offices who felt by-
passed. (9) The opinions of several staff reflected they felt a
lack of confidence and betrayal of trust in them by supervisors
due to excessive surveillance of their work and pre and post-
auditing of communications for which they perceived themselves
as the responsible originating source. (10) The feeling of com-~
rmunication denial and concern for message distortion were evident
by criticism of traditional approaches to information processing
through the classicai-hierarchical organizational modei tending
to tast administration as management, faculty as employees, and
students as consumers in the vertical flow of communication from
the top down. DiStcrtion by filtering agents in the flow was a

concern. The model was further crltlclzed because 1nformat10n

';access provided a basis of power and influence. On collectlve

‘7¥4¢,bargainlng campuses 1ess concern was expressed about the cIang~;;‘

‘1ca1 model by faculty favorlng collectlve bargaining, perhaps}[ff5‘“




17*fa;personnel de01810ns for promotlon, tenure and salary, sublimatingﬁfl

Faculty opposed to collective bargaining were critical of the
adversarial relationship polarizing the campus and were highly
critical of what they called "the myth of clearer communication"
from formalized contract relationships and closure of continuing
communication.

Three other conclusions from this attitudinal research war-
rant special reporting.

(11) The changing models of governance and decision making
concerned several in terms of the consumption of time and frus-
tration with the amount of communication activity involved in
simply deciding "who decides," resulting in unclear decisions and
"politicizing" the campus at the expense of academic endeavors.

(12) The group expressing iittle or no concern about cbm-
munication consisted of approximately 20 percent of the Sample,
mostly studenta and faculty, in that order, who stated in various
ways their lack of interest in the internal affairs of the cam-
pus, including communication, and the desire to go about "their
thing." The concern of this group was that thekincreasing em-
phasis on cOmmunity participation in internal affairs put pres- 8 : -
_ sure uponfthem to participate and intruded on what theykreally:’ ;;ﬁw)r‘ﬂ”
-~ came to the campus to do. Many faCulty°viewéd~campus "péliticai?t

part1c1patlon becomlng an 1ncreas1ngly important criterlon 1n ;f~-f~j




(13) The intervieweces most distrustful of the administration,
and most unhappy with administrative communication behavior,
especially lack of disclosure, expressed opinions remindful of
the administrative rating scale presumably invented in jest by a
quality control engineexr employed by a major automobile manu-
facturer which listed the following topics: "Talks with God;
talks with angels; talks to himself; argues with himself; loses
argarents with himself.®

These attitudes reflect the pluralistic and complex nature
of the campus and the quandary faced in improving campus com-
munication. The desire for improvement in communication seems
apparent, level of expectancy high, but proposals limited. Per-
haps nore importantly, these attitudes reflect the range of
causes of communication breakdown, which are as many in number
as there are potential channels and variant beliefs, attitudes,
and behaviors of individuals and groups who serve as both sources

and receivers.

Major Causes for Breakdowns

Major causes S1ngu1arJy and in combination include amblguity

in behavior in the use of verbal and nonverbal forms of communi-‘{f;,f“ -

"catlon, perceived and actual dellberate misrepresentation or

x(r'W1thhold1ng of 1nformaflon, factors relating to organlzatlonal

:o31ze*ﬁcomplexity and distance, and factors of trust and believ~




Lneanxngs are Ln Qeog]e. Frustratlon from communication overload,

'1nformat10n undcrload and alienation by communicatlon denlal,

problems 1n tlmlng and coordinatlng release of meanings and mes~:‘n :

'sages and 1n feedback requests are common causes of breakdowns

dentify and generallze than breakdowns.é Breakthroughs galn”

ha“beengllmited.; Moreover,kthe campus as an environment fosten




arning approaches, with specialists tal

specialists within disciplines




R conwunicating too~1ittlé blundorinqu, ilissing what others say,
hearing bUt fdllan to undtrstand or hearing and underetandlng-

'ﬂ',too well, or communlcatlng past each oLher,6

the;e is atyleast tkt “
f fevidenco of quantltatlve breakthroughs.~‘ e ‘ 
 L’f: mhel°~lb also evidence that adninlstrators are showxng
>jgfeator 1n51ght and maklng greater effort to be skllled 1n and
taccepting roles as fa01litating agents for effectxve communica'
ktlon, whlch the attitude research prev1ous1y cited 1ndlcated‘is

1nmexpectatlon.i Communlcation competency 1s a- substant1a1 factor

1ﬁ"the rlse and fall of the personal credibillty of any

admlnxstrator.i :foepfigtxfbtn~

1ore:research on campus communication and»attempts~to PPl

faculty‘culture,8 asﬂwell as those on ﬂcademlc\governa e




' recolver oxlented 1n analyzlng audlencos and turn~-around- tlme for .

‘1nf01matnon return when requested have improved, but have a long

h'k‘way~to go.' These attempts at coordlnatlon have also Lessened
‘"jthOSts;» Use of avallable electronlc med1a long OVerlooked in-- o

'oludlng such new technologlcal advances as compressed telev151on,,7”

~'~l]15 encouraglng. Such a s1mple matter as prOV1d1ng 1nformatlonal;;,f4f

Y announcemehts on closed c1rcu1t telev1slon betWeen classes has

*fgfrprovon to be effectlve., The use of telephone answerlng serV1cesf

*1n offlces durlng after hours, and as a message disseminatlon,~‘“

"system for people to call and hear 1mportant recorded messages,_gf3'35

i)ﬂ'or for opinlon polllng purposes on campus 1ssues, has also provenf{#‘

'“fihelpful. The assignment of people to campus sw1tchboards around,r

:fjdtne clock, plus the work of VOlunteer groups mannlng phones to J‘:Tn

‘"e,hear and qelp with problems, has had a humanlzlng result.j The~;:uf3

-3_fsearch for efflclency measures to emanc1pate admlnlstrators and ra-*

ws,;support stalf from thelr offlces to meet people 1n their own

:renvl‘onment 1s ongoing and necessary.;kf3;fli*

Catalogues and bullet1ns and other 1nformat10n SOurces need

fto be wrltten with the sen51t1v1ty to readabllity, and lr

xsome cases.w Informatlon disfemlnatlon centers located at various,




at various 1ntazmatlon dCPOSS points kcvp]ng 1ntoroommunicat10n
'j&hbng Unit !opon."

Bettor 1udgment cou d be shown 1n uging the telephone more i”

_ih multlple tarbon copies.-

Letters could be shortened Bulletlng




*Audxtlnq ana Ivaluatlono

To detelminc what ought to be it is fir st nccessary to deter~fi“

(cminevand evaluatc what 1s.a Audlting really means monator1ng and
Pﬁraxsing the SYStem. The predlctlon of John Gardner and Alvin°J’
,QToffler that organizatlons of the future w1]1 be constantly}e
V5chanq1ng to meet new problcms adds to the challenge to develo;'
5 esfand means of auditlng communlcation. A Variety of approaches
;s}p0531ble.,;ﬁ‘ 2 ; :  | :h‘ o -

Ajcommon audltlng approach is "f1ow tra01ng,ﬁ by examinlng

be‘zndlvldual components 1n dynamlc relationships ofia sampl1ng




tracine of the steps vohen by a message in its diffusion through
the organization.  This nodel qoes beyond flow tracinq.

Other specific tochniques ‘to assoss communication anlude

',use ot Letentlon of mossage measures, disparlty scores, measures

of 1ua0ah1llty in w11tten communlcation and 1nstant int@lllgl*'7

' blllty 1n oral communlcatlon, rumor transmlsslon ana]ys:s, and

*,f‘sevvlal ways ol neasurlnq network effoctlveness.~ At the same

‘3,L1me tho audlt ltself needs eValuaelon to assess how att1tude

";”anu oplnlon chanqe is affected by the administratlon of it, and

f-to wnat e\tent doxng 1t contamlnates results, usually done

]through pre and post questlonnalre methods. ,f¥ﬁ7

:_1It 1s possible to audit and evaluate the communicatlon ofe

:73ha campus or d1v1s10ns of 1t and the alternat1Ve methods and~'

;Qeonbzratlons axe numerous. Most colleges and universltles have,

fftne k‘; rtlse rlght on campus to undertake some kind of co funica~

‘fn]t;op audlt In some cases 1t may be des11able to use onl'imem~

jbers of the campus communlty to conduct the audit because of their

?Jnsight 1nto the instltutlonal style and swtuatlonalkvar‘able

ffIn most 1t seems de31rable to call 1n outslde auditorliili

;of objectlvity._ The "golden mean" 1s perhaps a mlxedlteam con

;5S1st1ng of both 1nslde1‘ d out31de audltors,“fr:whatever source

?lwill provxde the necessary ekpertise,

yobjectlvity, and credibi :‘ity«,




i?prloxxty.

Perhaps the moqt,acchratc answar to the questlon of will the7 

fquandary be resolved, was prov1ded by an 1nterv1ewee w1th many

fyeaksiof teachlng and adminlstratlve experlence currently holdingf#’
a hléh level adm1nistrat1Ve p081t10n 1n a multiverslty who wasiV‘T
fdeeply concerned about campus communication and had sgent cdn
jéidexable tlme 1n attempts to 1mprove‘1t.‘ He obserVed ;
‘ﬁPerfect uampus communlcatlon 1s‘a goal to be séught but one‘

jyouushould neveranpect to attaln.w
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